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• Comparison of Tar and Nicotine Delivery: TITL versus 
Philip Morris versus the FTC 


Tar and nicotine data generated by TITL and the Federal 
Trade Commission (FTC) on Market Survey #26 were compared to 
Philip Morris data from the C.I. Report, dated January, 1982. 
Approximately 74% of the 184 brands compared were in the low 
tar category defined as "15 mg of tar or less." 

The average tar and nicotine delivery for all brands in 
this comparative study are given below. A statistical analysis 
of the data determined there was no significant difference in 
the averages for the three laboratories. 


Nicotine 

Tar Delivery, Delivery, 

mg/cigt. mg/cigt. 


TITL 

Philip Morris 
FTC 


I 1 .4 

II .3 

11 .6 


0.90 

0.88 

0.85 


While the differences in the overall averages were not 
significant, deviations did exist in the data from Philip 
Morris, TITL, and FTC. The average differences in the tar and 
nicotine delivery are reported in incremental tar ranges in 
Tables I and II, respectively. TITL averaged higher than 
Philip Morris in tar delivery in all tar categories except 
0-5 mg and 6-10 mg of tar. The FTC tar delivery averaged 
higher than Philip Morris in all ranges except 0-5 mg. TITL 
and FTC followed similar trends as compared to Philip Morris in 
all categories but 6-10 mg of tar. 

TITL nicotine delivery averaged higher than Philip Morris 
in all tar ranges except 0-5 mg of tar. The FTC averaged lower 
than Philip Morris nicotine delivery in all categories. The 
differences in the tar and nicotine deliveries were attributed 
to sampling and the ability of the Philip Morris laboratory to 
detect brand modifications. The correlation in the tar and 
nicotine delivery for the three laboratories is shown in Graphs 
I-VI. 
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The Philip Morris target tar delivery, the Philip 
Morris C.I. Report tar delivery, the TITL Market Survey #26 
tar delivery, and the FTC Market Survey #26 tar delivery 
reported for Philip Morris brands are shown in Table III. 

The average tar delivery for Market Survey #26 in 
relation to prior market surveys are given in Table IV. 
Tables V and VI give additions and deletions to the survey 
since Market Survey #25. 
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TABLE I 


DIFFERENCES IN TAR DELIVERY 
IN INCREMENTS OF 5 MG OF TAR DELIVERY 1 


Tar 

Range 

N 

ATITL 2 

A FTC 3 

0 - 

5 mg 

42 

-0.50 

-0.36 

6 - 

1 0 mg 

46 

-0.27 

+0.02 

1 f - 

1 5 mg 

48 

+0.45 

+0.77 

16 - 

20 mg 

34 

+0.31 

+0.49 

21 - 

25 mg 

9 

+ 1 .40 

+ 1 .22 

26 - 

30 mg 

5 

+1 .00 

+0.90 

Overall 

184 

+0.09 

+0.30 

0 - 

15 mg 

136 

-0.08 

+0.17 

16 - 

20 mg 

34 

+0.31 

+0.49 

21 - 

30 mg 

14 

+1 .25 

+ 1 .11 


1 The tar ranges are determined by TITL data. 
2 ATITL = [ (TITL-P .M. ) ] / N 
3 AFTC = [e(FTC-P.M.)]/N 
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TABLE II 



DIFFERENCES 

IN 

NICOTINE DELIVERY 


IN INCREMENTS 

OF 

5 MG OF TAR 

DELIVERYi 

Tar Range 

N 


ATITL 2 

AFTC 3 

0 - 5 mg 

42 


-0.03 

-0.05 

6 - 10 mg 

46 


+0.01 

-0.02 

11 - 15 mg 

48 


+0.04 

-0.01 

16 - 20 mg 

34 


+0.05 

-0.03 

21 - 25 mg 

9 


+0.10 

-0.01 

26 - 30 mg 

5 


+0.13 

-0.02 

Overall 

184 


+0.02 

-0.03 

0 - 15 mg 

136 


+0.01 

-0.03 

16 - 20 mg 

34 


+0.05 

-0.03 

21 - 30 mg 

14 


+0.11 

-0.01 


1 The tar ranges are determined by TITL data. 
^ATITL = [z(TITL-P.M.)]/N 
3 AFTC = [z(FTC-P.M.)]/N 
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TABLE III 


Philip Morris Target Tar Delivery, Philip Morris C.I. Report Tar Delivery 
TITL Market Survey #26 Tar Delivery, And FTC Market Survey #26 
Tar Delivery of Philip Morris Brands 




Tar Delivery 

(mg/cigt.) 


Brand Name 

Target 

P.M. 

TITL 

FTC 

Alpine 85 

14.5 

14.2 

14.1 

14.1 

B & H 70 (Box) 

1 .0 

1 .4 

0.7 

0.9 

B & H 100 

16.0 

16.4 

16.7 

16.8 

B & H Menthol 100 

16.0 

15.1 

16.2 

16.5 

B & H 100 (Box) 

16.0 

15.8 

15.9 

16.0 

B & H Menthol 100 (Box) 

16.0 

16.0 

15.9 

16.3 

B & H Lights 100 

10.5 

10.9 

10.5 

10.8 

B & H Lights Menthol 100 

10.5 

10.5 

10.0 

10.7 

B & H Multifilter 85 

1 1 .5 

12.4 

12.0 

12.4 

B & H Multifilter Men. 85 

1 1 .5 

10.6 

10.9 

11 .4 

Cambridge 85 (Box) 

0.0 

0.0 

* 

* 

Cambridge 85 

1 .0 

1 .2 

0.6 

0.7 

Cambridge 100 

4.0 

3.9 

3.3 

3.3 

English Ovals 70 

* 

20.7 

21 .7 

23.2 

English Ovals 85 

* 

25.7 

26.7 

26.7 

Galaxy 85 

* 

14.2 

15.1 

15.7 

Marlboro 80 (Box) 

16.0 

15.8 

16.3 

16.4 

Marlboro Menthol 80 (Box) 

* 

14.8 

14.8 

15.1 

Marlboro 85 

16.0 

16.4 

16.8 

16.9 

Marlboro Menthol 85 

14.5. 

13.8 

13.9 

14.6 

Marlboro 100 (Box) 

16.0 

16.1 

16.5 

17.0 

Marlboro 100 

16.0 

16.3 

16.4 

16.9 

Marlboro Lights 85 (Box) 

1 1 .0 

10.6 

10.2 

10.4 

Marlboro Lights 85 

11 .0 

10.9 

11.1 

11.2 

Marlboro Lights 1 00 

1 1 .0 

1 1 .2 

10.8 

1 1 .0 

Merit 85 

8.0 

8.3 

7.7 

8.2 

Merit Menthol 85 

8.0 

8.2 

7.5 

7.8 

Merit 100 

10.0 

10.1 

9.6 

10.8 

Merit Menthol 100 

10.0 

9.4 

9.1 

9.4 

Merit Ultra Lights 85 

4.0 

3.7 

3.3 

3.6 

Merit Ultra Lights Men. 85 

4.0 

3.5 

3.3 

3.4 

Northwind 85 

* 

* 

8.2 

8.2 

Northwind 1 00 

* 

* 

8.7 

8.9 

Parliament Lights 80 (Box) 

9.0 

9.1 

9 .0 

8.6 

Parliament Lights 85 

9.0 

9.8 

9.4 

9.5 

Parliament Lights 100 

11 .5 

11 .5 

1 1 .2 

1 1 .9 

Philip Morris 70 

* 

21 .3 

21 .7 

21 .6 

P.M. Commander 85 

* 

24.9 

26.9 

26.4 

P.M. International 100 (Box) 
P.M. International Menthol 

* 

16.6 

17.3 

17.5 

100 (Box) 

* 

16.9 

15.4 

15.6 

Players 70 (Box) 

* 

23.7 

24.5 

23.7 

Saratoga 120 (Box) 

14.5 

14.2 

14.0 

15.1 

Saratoga Menthol 120 (Box) 

14.5 

13.7 

14.0 

15.5 

Va. Slims 100 

14.5 

14.3 

14.7 

15.1 

Va. Slims Menthol 100 

14.5 

14.0 

14.6 

15.2 

Va. Slims Lights 100 (Box) 

9.0 

9.0 

8.3 

8.6 

Va. Slims Lights Men. 100 (Box) 9.0 

8.5 

7.8 

7.9 


*None available 
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TABLE IV 


AVERAGE TAR DELIVERIES FOR ALL BRANDS TESTED 


Market Survey 

TITL, mg/cigt. 

P.M., rog/cigt. 

FTC, mg/cigt. 

18 

17.6 

17.3 

17.6 

1 9 

17.2 

16.9 

17.1 

20 

16.0 

16.3 

16.0 

21 

15.2 

15.4 

15.2 

22 

14.3 

14.4 

* 

23 

13.8 

13.4 

13.6 

24 

13.1 

13.0 

12.6 

25 

11 .2 

11 .2 

1 1 .1 

26 

1 1 .4 

11 .3 

1 1 .6 


*Data were not published. 
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TABLE V 


Brands Included in Market Survey #25 
But Deleted from Market Survey #26 


Arctic Lights 85 
Arctic Lights 100 
American Lights 120 
American Lights Menthol 120 
Eve 100 

Eve Menthol 100 
Hi-Lite 100 
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TABLE VI 


Brands Added to Market Survey #26 


Barclay Menthol 85 

Barclay Menthol 100 

Eve Lights 100 

Eve Lights Menthol 100 

Kool Ultra 85 

Kool Ultra 100 

More Lights 100 (Box) 

More Lights Menthol 100 (Box) 
Newport Lights 100 
Newport Red 80 (Box) 

Newport Red 85 
Northwind 85 
Northwind 100 
Omni 100 
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GRAPH I 
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GRAPH II 
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GRAPH III 


Tar Delivery; TITL versus FTC 
(mq/c i q*t. ) 
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GRAPH IV 
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